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I S E A S C a b l e I S E A S I S E A S
While debates rage among educational scholars regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms, one thing is clear: "It is not a fad that is going to go away" (Peltier, 1997).
Critics of inclusion note the dearth of empirical research that supports the alleged benefits of inclusive environments. Skeptics charge that efforts to include students with disabilities in general education classrooms may result in the more able students experiencing boredom, while students with disabilities may experience extreme frustration when trying to keep up with the instructional pace. There is often concern on the part of educators that the achievement scores of all students in inclusion classrooms could decline (Brackett, 1994) . Daniel & King (1997) used a quasi-experimental design to determine the effects of students' placement versus non-placement in an inclusive classroom. Discriminate analysis results indicated that a) parents of students in the inclusion classes expressed a higher degree of concern with their children's school programs; b) teachers and parents of the students in the inclusion classes
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Progress • continued from page 1 continued on page 3 reported more instances of behavior problems; c) students in inclusion classes were more likely to experience gains in reading scores with no noteworthy differences for math, language and spelling; and d) students in inclusion classes reported lower levels of self esteem.
Advocates of inclusion maintain that inclusion is beneficial to all students in terms of academic and social growth. Indeed, many scholars believe inclusion to be an issue of social justice and that the burden of proof should fall upon the shoulders of those who wish to segregate students with disabilities. Advocates claim that academic achievement is enhanced when students with disabilities are held to the higher standards of a general education classroom. Waldron and McLeskey (1998) used a curriculum-based measure to investigate the effects of an inclusive school program on reading and math achievement of students with learning disabilities. Results revealed that students made significantly more progress in reading and comparable progress in math when compared to students with disabilities educated in resource settings. Advocates also claim that there are social benefits associated with the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms. Vaughn, Elbaum & Schumm (1996) studied the social functioning of students with learning disabilities in second, third and fourth grade who participated in inclusive environments for the entire school year. The evidence from their study, when compared with that of other studies that have evaluated similar outcomes for students with learning disabilities in resource room settings, reveals that students in inclusive settings fare at least as well, socially, as students from previous studies in resource room settings.
An increasing number of schools are adopting inclusive education models in which students with disabilities receive special education support services in general education classrooms (McLeskey, Henry, & Hodges, 1999). As more students are served in inclusive environments, and as educators continue to make school based decisions that are best for all students, there is a need to evaluate achievement outcomes not only for students with disabilities, but also for students without disabilities who are receiving their education in these settings (Waldron, 1997) . This study investigated the effects of inclusive programs on the academic progress of students without disabilities and students identified with mild disabilities in six Indiana school corporations. Students' academic progress in reading and mathematics were compared using a curriculumbased measure, the Basic Academic Skills Sample (BASS). This study addressed the following guiding research questions: (1) How does the academic progress in reading and mathematics of students with mild disabilities who are educated in inclusive settings compare to the progress made by students who are educated in traditional resource/pull out settings? (2) How does the academic progress of students with mild disabilities who are educated in inclusive and traditional resource settings compare to students without disabilities. (3) How does the academic progress of students without disabilities who are educated in inclusive general education classrooms compare to the progress made in non-inclusive general education classrooms?
Participants
Six school corporations/ special education cooperatives from across the state of Indiana participated in the study. These corporations/cooperatives were selected to represent various geographic regions of the state, and also to reflect school locations that were urban, suburban, and rural. Each school corporation/ cooperative selected two inclusive elementary schools and two elementary schools that use a resource or pullout model in providing special education services to students with mild disabilities. Demographic data was collected for each of the schools that participated in the study, including student population, Progress • continued from page 2 continued on page 4 ethnic composition, per pupil expenditure, number of students receiving free lunch, and identification rate for students with mild disabilities. There were no significant differences in the demographic data across the two settings. All students identified with mild disabilities in grades 2 to 6 from the 24 elementary schools and one middle school participated in the study. This resulted in a sample size of 428 students with mild disabilities: 234 students (55.7% of the sample) were served in special education resource settings and 194 students (44.3% of the sample) were served in inclusive settings. Demographic data was collected on all students with mild disabilities to ensure that the two groups (inclusive and traditional special education) were comparable on variables such as gender, grade, ethnic background, disability label, general intelligence, achievement levels, and special education services received. No significant differences were found on these measures. To obtain the sample of students without disabilities, 36 classrooms were randomly selected from the participating schools. Classrooms were selected to yield an equal number for grades 2 through 6, half being inclusive general education classrooms and the other half traditional non-inclusive general education classrooms. Each school was asked to nominate classrooms for participation in the study, and identified each classroom as inclusive or noninclusive. From this nominated group one or two classrooms were randomly selected from each school to make up the representative state sample. This resulted in 684 students without disabilities being included in the study, with a comparable number representing each grade level. Demographic data was not collected for students without disabilities that participated in the study; only information required to match student fall and spring test scores based on class, grade and school.
Academic Progress Measures
The academic progress of students was evaluated using a curriculum-based measure, the Basic Academic Skills Samples -BASS (Espin, Deno, Maruyama, & Cohen, 1989). The BASS is a group administered instrument designed to assess student achievement in the academic skill areas of mathematics and reading.
Procedures
The BASS was administered to participating students in fall, 1998 and spring, 1999, to assess academic progress in reading and math during the course of one school year. Total administration time for the reading and mathematics portions of the BASS was 15 to 20 minutes. Administration procedures were the same during both the fall and spring administrations.
Results
Student achievement gains
on the BASS were analyzed in two ways: first, to determine whether significant differences existed in reading and math scores for the two comparison groups (inclusion and traditional resource/pull out) used in the study, and secondly, to compare the educational achievement of students with disabilities to that of students without disabilities (Waldron & McLeskey, 1998; McLeskey & Waldron, 1996; Zigmond et.al., 1995) .
Students Without Disabilities
In math 60.7% of students without disabilities in inclusive schools made progress on the BASS as compared to 37.5% of students without disabilities in traditional schools. Comparing the two groups in reading, 53.6% of the students without disabilities in inclusive schools and 45.9% of students without disabilities in traditional schools made progress over the course of the school year.
Students With Disabilities
Calculation of the percentage of students with disabilities who made progress over the course of the school year indicates that 43.3% of students with disabilities who were educated in inclusive classrooms made progress comparable to or greater than the continued on page 5 progress made by students without disabilities in math. In comparison, 35.9% of the students with disabilities who were educated in traditional or resource programs made comparable or greater progress in math. In reading, 45.9% of students with disabilities educated in inclusive settings and 41.9% of those educated in pull out resource programs made comparable or greater progress.
Students with Learning Disability
The results for students with learning disabilities are comparable to those obtained for all students with mild disabilities included in the study. In math, 41.7% of the students with learning disabilities in inclusive settings and 34.0% of the students with learning disabilities in traditional settings made progress comparable to or greater than their peers without disabilities. In reading, a comparable percentage of students with learning disabilities made progress in inclusive and traditional settings (48.2% and 47.8% respectively). These percentages clearly indicate that the difference in math gains is larger than that in reading gains across the two settings.
Students with Mild Mental Handicap
The difference across the inclusive and traditional settings was even more pronounced for students identified with mild mental handicaps included in the study. A greater percentage of students with mild mental disabilities educated in inclusive classrooms made progress in math and reading than the students with mild mental disabilities educated in traditional classrooms. In math, 50.0% of the students with mild mental disabilities in inclusive settings made progress as compared to 37.7% in traditional settings. In reading, 40.0% of the students in inclusive settings and 29.5% in traditional settings made progress comparable to or greater than their peers without disabilities.
Discussion
The results of this investigation reveal that students without disabilities educated in inclusive settings made significantly greater academic progress in both areas of reading and mathematics. For students with disabilities, there were no significant differences in reading and math achievement across the comparison groups. However, a review of group means and the percentage of students making comparable or greater than average academic progress when compared to students without disabilities indicates a pattern in favor of inclusive settings. This finding was also supported when considering the academic progress of students with specific disability labels, namely learning disabilities and mild mental handicaps. These results are similar to previous investigations, which have found small or no significant differences on measures of academic achievement for students with mild disabilities in inclusive classrooms when compared to students who were placed in more traditional special education classes (Waldron & McLeskey, 1998). These results speak well for the inclusive school programs in the six Indiana corporations/cooperatives involved in this study and the positive impact they have on the academic achievement of students with and without disabilities. This investigation makes it clear that for students with mild disabilities, the inclusive school programs in the six participating districts provide an instructional experience that is at least as good, and in many cases better than the education these students would receive in a traditional resource/pull out setting. Additionally, if students with disabilities make comparable progress in the two settings, it can be argued that they should be educated in the setting which best meets the letter and intent of IDEA '97 and the least restrictive environment provision.
We are encouraged that the differences across settings were even more pronounced for students identified as having a mild mental disability. Often, it is this group of students that schools assume need a separate, special education classroom in order to attain basic skills in the area of reading and math. It is clear from Progress • continued from page 3 this study that in the six Indiana school districts, students with mild mental disabilities clearly benefit from inclusive classroom instruction in reading and math. It can also be concluded that clear achievement benefits accrue to students without disabilities who receive their education in inclusive general education classrooms.
One of the most persistent myths about inclusive education has been that the presence of students with disabilities in general education classrooms interferes with the academic achievement of students without disabilities (Staub & Peck, 1995) . One of the strongest conclusions from this study is that in fact, students without disabilities in inclusive classrooms made significantly greater progress in reading and math than their peers in noninclusive classrooms. While individual classrooms were not analyzed in this study, other researchers have speculated that benefits to typical students are likely the result of additional supports provided in inclusive classrooms to all students. The assumption can be made here that the purposes of inclusion are highly relevant to the needs of all children (Staub & Peck, 1995) .
It should be noted that while we believe that the results from this study clearly support inclusive school settings, we also acknowledge our disappointment in the fact that less than half of the students with disabilities made as great or greater progress than their peers without disabilities in either setting. This is not acceptable, regardless of the setting.
Limitations of the Study
While this study gathered data on the achievement of students in inclusive and traditional elementary schools, the beliefs, values, understandings and practices of the educators and an analysis of individual classrooms was not a part of this study. Questions as to whether the placement setting is the critical factor rather than the quality of instruction within the setting are valid. In addition, the schools, whether inclusive or traditional, may not be a representative sample of the schools across the state, making it difficult to draw conclusive inferences about the results.
Implications for Practice
Nearly thirty years ago, political, social and historical influences contributed to the creation of a separate system of education for students with disabilities. Though well intentioned, the separate system has resulted in fragmentation, separation, and a significant increase in the number of students identified as "disabled". This investigation is broad based with a large sample size and, coupled with other recent research, adds to the growing body of evidence that supports inclusive schools. The results from this study for both groups of students would indicate a need for schools to begin to spend the time and resources necessary to develop quality inclusive programs for all students. The focus and discussion should begin to shift from whether to provide inclusive education to how to develop and implement quality inclusive classrooms that are effective in ensuring school success for all children.
As mentioned earlier, we have concern that the number of students with disabilities making as great or greater academic progress as their non-disabled peers was less than half. We must do better. In an age of high stakes accountability and the inclusion of students with disabilities in state and districts assessments, it becomes even more imperative that all students have access to high expectations, rich curricula and varied instructional strategies for learning. Schools must collect and use well the various achievement data available to them to ensure that the achievement gap between students with and without disabilities closes.
This study also has important implications for teacher education programs. As schools continue to develop classrooms that meet the needs of all students, general and special educators will need to expand their repertoire of skills and shift away from traditional roles. Teacher education programs must restructure to merge profes-
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continued on page 7 * * * * * * * * * * * * * sional training programs so that general and special educators can participate and learn together the skills necessary to teach to all students. Finally, there are implications for policy makers. As more schools accept the challenge of educating students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms, both equity and excellence for all students should be placed high on the public policy agenda. This will require that schools and states ensure that the support and resources necessary for inclusive education be available: adequate time for professional development and shared planning, use of multiple assessments designed to improve student performance rather than an over-reliance on standardized tests, and removal of disincentives to teacher professionalism that flow from overregulation and standardization of school structures and teacher evaluation. 
ADMINISTRATORS' CORNER Progress • continued from page 5
Brett Bollinger and Cheryl Corning co-chaired an ICASE sponsored committee on Alternatives to Suspension and Expulsion. The final report in the form of a manual, including a behavior/consequence matrix, was distributed at the ICASE Spring Conference in February. Douglas Gill says his balanced perspective will work for the President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education.
Gill, the state director of special education for Washington state, has been assigned to two of the commission's six teams: the finance and systems administration task forces. Perspective, in Gill's case, stems from being the child of a parent with a disability, combined with years of experience in special education.
He has been a consultant in 28 states and British Columbia during the past 26 years and is the author of many articles and publications. For 30 years, Gill was a special education teacher at the elementary and secondary school levels and an instructor at Georgia Southern University and the University of Georgia. 
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was director of the Pierce County, Washington Cooperative, a nationally validated model that demonstrated improved post-school outcomes for special education students enrolled in vocational education programs.
As Washington's state director, he has analyzed and revised the state's funding formula for special education, as well as implemented a "safety-net" to provide supplemental funding when district costs exceed available revenues. Gill has been on many state and national panels, and was recently a member of a national task force with the American Institutes for Research, Center for Special Education Finance. * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Stephanie Smith Lee, a parent advocate, was appointed on February 22, 2002 as the Department of Education's new director of the Office of Special Education Programs, according to the White House.
In her new position, Lee will disseminate federal policy and information on early intervention and education; administer grants and programs; evaluate, monitor and report on the implementation of federal policy and programs; and coordinate efforts with other federal agencies, state agencies and the private sector.
Lee, considered integral to the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, previously worked as a governmental affairs consultant for the National Down Syndrome Society and volunteered for 15 years at the local, state and national level on special education issues. Lee's daughter, who has Down syndrome, has benefited from special education, she told a House education committee panel in 1998.
"As a parent of a child with a disability, Stephanie has a personal understanding of the complex array of issues and challenges facing special education, particularly as we move to the upcoming reauthorization of IDEA," said her new supervisor Robert Pasternack, assistant secretary of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.
Pasternack touted Lee's major role in the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA; she actively worked with national organizations and members of Congress throughout all stages of the renewal process. "Her experience will be invaluable as we work on behalf of the administration to achieve improved outcomes and results for infants, toddlers, children, and students with disabilities," he said.
Lee, who has supported full federal governmental funding for IDEA in the past, was once considered a top contender for the OSERS assistant secretary position, now held by Pasternack. Bob Marra also proposed at the September meeting that the IEP grant at BSU could be amended in January 2002 to accommodate needed activities related to the IDEAL grant. Susan Jacobs presented the approved amendment proposal for the additional resources needed from DOE to expand the IDEAL Partnership activities through the IEP grant at BSU for an amount of $50,100. The amendment includes provisions to renew interactive licenses, maintain modules, acquire an external evaluator, training sessions, etc.
Modules -Jane Swiss proposed two categories for modules: informational and instructional (course credit) for future differentiation. Marlaine continued on page 13
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Chase questioned why developers can not be required to first review the "How to ...." module and be expected to use the expected format. She suggested that modules be returned to developers prior to review if not in the module format. Jane observed that developers from outside agencies may require more support from Forum members than we can provide to assist them in converting their modules to our instructional format. Perhaps, such modules would best be classified as informational to address the in-service needs of local districts. 3. Constitutional Amendment -Marilyn Faris reminded active members to complete the ballot regarding the proposed constitutional amendment and return it in the envelope to Vendetta.
ICASE Business Meeting
Election of Officers (effective July 1, 2002) -Marilyn
Faris presented the slate of Tammy Ummel as President-elect and Gary Collings as Secretary. She asked for any nominations from the floor. MOTION: Jan Rees moved that the nominations be closed and the slate be approved as presented. After a second by Joan Melsheimer, the motion was approved.
Documentation of Indiana's Academic Standards (DIAS) Report -Mary Jo Sparrow
reported that DIAS will be available for initial distribution in May 2002. It will provide an alternate assessment option for some students with mild disabilities. The assessment will be printed from the teacher's computer to be filed with ICASE • continued from page 13 continued on page 15 DOE. Secondly, she noted that DIAS will meet two critical needs in school districts. It has a computer program to track students' progress in a standards based curriculum. Finally, she referred to the handout with detailed information including a rating rubric and user agreement to allow teachers to access the web-based program. Superintendents will receive a mailing of the handout, which has also been distributed at the Indiana Principals' Leadership Academy.
SLP Licensure Report -
Ann Smith reported that she and Gary Collings attended the January 22 meeting of the IPSB Executive Committee at which the Executive Committee approved a motion that the license for speech language pathologists be removed from School Services and be made a Teacher license under communication disorders. This recommendation is to be forwarded to the full membership of the IPSB for its March 20 meeting. Ann reviewed that the ICASE rationale for teacher licensure was that: (a) it aligns with Article 7 provisions for teacher-of-record, (b) it opens a career path to building and district administration, (c) it allows SLPs to teach in early childhood programs, and (d) it includes emergency permits consistent with all other teacher licensures. Ann reminded directors to contact Joan Banning (765/771-6003) for recruitment at the ISHA Convention on April 25-26, 2002.
COVOH Report -Russ Dawson reported that he and Steve
Wornhoff are the ICASE corepresentatives to COVOH. He explained COVOH as a voluntary organization to promote the interests of citizens with disabilities. Russ recognized Amy Cook Lurvey as a tireless pioneer and advocate in the field of special education. He encouraged individuals or districts to obtain a membership in COVOH.
In addition, Russ serves as chairperson of the COVOH Education Committee. The Accountability for All Students Project is funded by the DOE. Stephanie Maggos at COVOH and other partners from the major education associations have met to develop a training curriculum. These materials will be used in future training sessions across stakeholder groups regarding school improvement and accountability. 
ISEAS Project Report
Public Policy and Legis-
lative Committee Report -Bill Dreibelbis recognized the members of the committee and introduced Leah Dietrick-McGrath from KWK Management. He noted that increased preschool funding is a continued point of discussion this legislative session. HB 1004 regarding property tax reduction is the focus of the General Assembly and will eventually be decided in conference committee. KWK is monitoring the potential introduction of an amendment to a bill to repeal the Universal Newborn Hearing Screening. He discussed SB 290 (Special Education Task Force) as a spin-off of last summer's study session on special education cooperatives. If this task force is approved, it will analyze the potential of blended funding from various agencies serving students with disabilities. SB 448 (Education Funding for Expelled Students) has been assigned to a study committee.
Committee Reports:
a.) Early ChildhoodTammy Ummel reported on this committee's progress and the expected distribution of its product by Summer 2002. She described the contents of the forthcoming document.
b.) Alternatives to Suspension/Expulsion -As cochairpersons, Brett Bollinger and Cheryl Corning, invited participants to pick up a copy of the
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recently completed manual on Alternatives to Suspension and Expulsion. Brett noted how the contents of the manual addresses the following charges to the committee: the role of the case conference committee, the 11 th day procedures, and what is going on in this area in other states. He discussed the behavior consequence matrix followed by the description of the 13 categories of intervention. Brett noted that the ISEAS Project is the receiving address for mailing of additional resources, comments, and ideas related to the manual. He commented the DOE Division had borne the cost of printing the manuals. Participants were encouraged to duplicate and distribute the contents at their discretion. The manual will also be added to the ICASE website <http:// www.icase.org>. Jim commented that DHHS is now a part of the Registry for Interpreters for the Deaf System (RIDS), which has a well developed inservice program. Karol asked that the roundtable representatives discuss needed activities and timelines to be sent to Jim by June 1 so that he can incorporate the needs into the continuing education plan. Jim said he would ideally like to obtain a school calendar for each of the school districts that employ educational interpreters. He is also preparing a survey for interpreters, which he will distribute through the roundtable representatives. Although DHHS will create workshops, others may be sanctioned by DHHS and noted on its e-mail list. In reply to a question, Jim acknowledged that directors may have personnel who can work with his office to deliver trainings that will count for CEU credits. His office is also working on a curriculum for the various topical areas, none of which are currently considered as full courses.
Extended School Year-
Marilyn Faris announced that ICASE has formed an ESY Committee to continue working on guidelines. It will be chaired by Leonard Jozwiak with volunteers from each roundtable.
12. Other Business -Jeff Young was given a $2 bill last year, which he circulated during the conference for signatures of members. Sandra Bodnar (Northwest Indiana Special Education Cooperative) was selected to be the caretaker this coming year for the $2 bill that represents special education administrators working together in behalf of students with disabilities. Jeff asks that the signed double greenback serve as a reminder to all to step up and become involved with the organization. Sandra is to pass the $2 bill on to another worthy caretaker at next year's 2003 Fall Conference. (Jeff could not afford a torch.) Jim commented that DHHS is now a part of the Registry for Interpreters for the Deaf System (RIDS), which has a well developed inservice program. Karol asked that the roundtable representatives discuss needed activities and timelines to be sent to Jim by June 1 so that he can incorporate the needs into the continuing education plan. Jim said he would ideally like to obtain a school calendar for each of the school districts that employ educational interpreters.
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He is also preparing a survey for interpreters, which he will distribute through the roundtable representatives. Although DHHS will create workshops, others may be sanctioned by DHHS and noted on its e-mail list. In reply to a question, Jim acknowledged that directors may have personnel who can work with his office to deliver trainings that will count for CEU credits. His office is also working on a curriculum for the various topical areas, none of which are currently considered as full courses.
E. Medicaid Task ForceTom Doyle reported that Medicaid was on the agenda at the last meeting of the IAPSS Special Education Committee. Due to the legislative session, the new director of Medicaid has yet to develop the education component. Tracy Bruner, in the Medicaid office, reported to Tom that the consulting firm from Michigan (Health Management Association) has filed the following recommendations: (1) make the language in the Medicaid regulations more schooloriented; (2) increase the amount of money that school corporations can recover; and (3) allow for administrative outreach billing. The new regulations for next school year may reflect these recommendations.
Tom recommended a statewide meeting as desirable once the new Medicaid policies and procedures are in place. Such a meeting might be a stand alone or in conjunction with another conference. He will prepare a proposal for future consideration.
F. Alternatives to Expulsion/ Suspension Task Force -Brett Bollinger reported that the Division has printed 700 copies of the manual; some of which will be distributed at the Spring Conference. He expressed his concern that the members of the Executive Committee had not yet seen the report. Under the circumstances, members agreed to make an exception and accept the report as verbally presented so that it could be distributed tomorrow. 
